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REMARKS 

In the Office Action the Examiner has objected to a typographical error in the 
specification, and to informalities in claim 4. The Examiner has indicated that claims 11- 
20 are allowed. Also, the Examiner has rejected other claims for being anticipated by 
U.S. Pat. No. 6.210,401 (hereinafter Lai), and for being unpatentable over Lai in view of 
U.S. Pat. No. 6.666,857 (hereinafter Smith). 

In response to the rejection of claims, independent claim 1 has been amended to 
require that the illumination means have a means for moving illumination from a first 
position to a second position. Further, amended claim 1 requires this movement be 
made at a distance from the patient's eye. Support for this amendment is found in the 
specification on page 4 at lines 18-20, and in Figs. 1 and 2. Additionally, claim 4 has 
been amended to recite structure (i.e. the moving means) previously recited in the base 
claim. 

Amendments are presented herein to improve the form of the specification. 
Additionally, claims 1 and 4 have been amended to improve the readability of the 
claims, to more clearly define the structure of the present invention, and to point out the 
features which distinguish this invention over the cited art. Claims 1-20 remain pending. 

Obiection to the Specification 

The Examiner has noted that the word "In" is improperly used on page 10, at line 
26. Accordingly, Applicant has requested an amendment of the specification to change 
the word "In" to the word "It". 
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Objection to Claim 4 

The Examiner has objected to claim 4 because it does not recite structure that 
would further limit the base claim. To overcome this objection, claim 4 has been 
amended to incorporate a recitation of structure which has been entered by amendment 
into the base claim 1 . 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. <S 102 

Claims 1-7 and 10 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) for being 
anticipated by Lai. 

As indicated above, independent claim 1 has been amended to require that the 
illumination means include a means for moving illumination from a first position to a 
second position. Furthermore, amended claim 1 requires this movement be 
accomplished at a distance from the patient's eye. The importance of this structure, 
and its cooperation with other aspects of the present invention, is clearly distinguishable 
by comparing it with the disclosure of Lai. 

In a comparison of the two, there is clearly a fundamental difference between the 
present invention and the system disclosed by Lai. On the one hand, the present 
invention actually provokes eye movements in order to achieve a subsequent stability 
for the eye. On the other hand, the system disclosed by Lai compensates for unwanted 
eye movements. More specifically, Lai is directed to a system that is intended to 
minimize eye movement (see Lai col. 18, Ins 2-6; and col. 19 Ins, 40-45). According to 
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Lai, eye movement is minimized by using a suction ring that is positioned directly on the 
eye (see Lai col. 18, Ins 2-6 and Figs. 4A-C). Lai then goes on to indicate that, if 
detected, eye movements are compensated for by optical arrangements in the system 
(see Lai col. 19, Ins 20-24). In stark contrast with the disclosure of Lai, claims for the 
present invention require no such compensation, and no such direct contact with the 
eye. Instead, as indicated above, the present invention actually provokes eye 
movement from a distance. Importantly, this is done for a specific reason (i.e. 
inducement of saccadic movements). Such structural functionality is not contemplated 
by Lai. 

For the above reasons, Applicant believes the basis for rejecting claims for being 
anticipated by Lai have been overcome and should be rejected. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 8 and 9 have been rejected for being unpatentable over Lai in view of 
Smith. Applicant contends the Lai reference has been clearly distinguished from 
amended claims for the present invention, and further contends that Smith does not 
provide any additional teaching or suggestion that would dispel the distinctions made 
above. 

Accordingly, Applicant believes the basis for rejecting claims for being obvious in 
view of Lai and Smith, have been overcome and should be withdrawn. 
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The references cited by the Examiner, but not relied on for the rejection of claims, 
have been noted. 

In conclusion, Applicant respectfully asserts that claims 1-20 are patentable for the 
reasons set forth above, and that the application is now in a condition for allowance. 
Accordingly, an early notice of allowance is respectfully requested. The Examiner is 
requested to call the undersigned at 619-688-1300 for any reason that would advance the 

instant application to issue. 




Respectfully submitted. 
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